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The purpose of this study was to determine if students'
writing performance after receiving whole language
instruction was significantly higher than the writing
performance of students who received skills-oriented
instruction. Previous research studies in the area of whole
language and students' writing development indicate that
whole language Instruction has a positive effect on
enhancing students' writing performance.
Eighty-six fifth-grade students in the Douglas County
School System participated in this study. The study was
quasi-experimental and employed a control group pretest-
posttest design. The experimental group received whole
language instruction, and the control group continued to
receive the traditional skills-oriented instruction.
Both groups were administered a teacher-made writing
test before the treatment began. The test was modeled after
the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test. Treatment began
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immediately after the test was administered and continued
for a period of eight weeks. After this period of time,
both groups were administered the same teacher-made test
that was administered before treatment began. A holistic
scoring instrument that is part of the Georgia Basic Skills
Writing Test was used to score the students' papers.
Six null hypotheses were constructed for the purpose of
determining differences between the groups. The _t test
statistical procedure was applied to the data, and the .05
level of significance was used to reject the null
hypotheses. The analysis showed significant differences
between the experimental and control groups in each of the
areas measured. It was therefore concluded that whole
language instruction has a positive effect on enhancing
students' writing performance. Recommendations include
incorporation of whole language into the curriculum for
students, training in whole language for teachers, and
continued experimental research to further assess the
effectiveness of whole language instruction.
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Recently, more students are failing to acquire
skills that are needed to communicate effectively in
writing. This has led many to examine various instructional
methods and theorize as to how students develop good writing
skills.
Over the past ten years, an abundance of literature
concerning whole language has surfaced. A review of the
literature shows that very few empirical studies have been
conducted in the area of whole language and students'
writing development. However, several ethnographic or
descriptive studies have been conducted and have reported
positive results.
Kenneth Goodman (1989) states that the whole
language approach is deeply rooted in humanistic-scientific
research and theory. He notes that whole language
integrates the holistic psychological research of Piaget,
Vygotsky, and schema theorists with the social, functional-
linguistic research of Michael Halliday. It is also
supported by research on reading and writing processes and
on reader response to literature.
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Since it is conceivable that whole language may
significantly enhance students' abilities and desire to
communicate effectively in writing, an assessment of
students' writing after receiving whole language instruction
helped to determine its effects in specific areas of
concern.
Evolution of the Problem
The researcher's interest in whole language instruc¬
tion evolved from frustrations which resulted from her use
of skills-oriented programs for instructional purposes. As
a teacher, the researcher has had the opportunity to work
directly with students who have failed to acquire effective
writing skills. In examining some of the problems that
these students experience in their written expression, it
appears that skills-oriented programs are not effective in
helping all students to develop good writing skills.
Today, most students attending public schools in the
United States receive skills-oriented instruction as a means
of learning how to read and write. With the utilization of
this instructional method, students complete hundreds of
workbook and worksheet pages each year, as they are moved
quickly through a series of isolated skills. This method of
instruction closely resembles a business-like model, whereby
management and efficiency appear to be more important than
meeting students' needs. While this type of instruction
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seems to improve students' performance on standardized
tests, it appears to have adverse effects on their abilities
to think critically and logically in problem-solving situa¬
tions. Also, some students have difficulty putting all of
the isolated skills together and, consequently, do not
acquire reading and writing skills.
Some of the problems associated with skills-oriented
instruction suggest that students' writing development could
best be facilitated with an instructional approach which
allows teachers and students to interact in a more humanis¬
tic and natural manner. Presently, the whole language
approach is gaining attention as a means of helping students
to acquire literacy in reading and writing in ways that are
meaningful and relevant to them.
Statement of the Problem
Recent data indicate that a large percentage of
students attending public schools in the United States are
unable to communicate effectively in writing. Based on
this situation, there appears to be a need for better
instructional methods for teaching students how to write.
Presently, many view whole language as a viable means of
helping students to become competent writers. This study
focused on the problem of students' inadequate writing
skills at the middle grades level.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine if
students' writing performance after receiving whole language
instruction was significantly higher than the writing
performance of students who received skills-oriented
instruction.
Significance of the Study
The results of this study should be beneficial to
the field of education in the following ways;
1. They should add to the body of knowledge in the
area of whole language instruction and its effects on
students' writing,
2. They should enable educators to make decisions
about course content and the place of whole language
instruction in the language arts curriculum.
Research Questions
This study attempted to answer the following
questions concerning the effects of whole language
instruction on students' written expression;
1. Does whole language instruction significantly
improve students' writing performance?
2. Which areas of writing are most affected by
whole language instruction?
3. Which areas of writing are least affected by
whole language instruction?
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Hypotheses of the Study
The following null hypotheses were tested in this
s tudy;
HO^: There is no significant difference in the
content/organization in the writing of students who
receive whole language instruction and those who receive
skills-oriented instruction as measured by the holistic
scoring instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing
Test.
HO2; There is no significant difference in the
writing styles in the writing of students who receive whole
language instruction and those who receive skills-oriented
instruction as measured by the holistic scoring instrument
of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
HO^: There is no significant difference in the
sentence formation in the writing of students who receive
whole language instruction and those who receive skills-
oriented instruction as measured by the holistic scoring
instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
HO^: There is no significant difference in the
usage of writing in the writing of students who receive
whole language instruction and those who receive skills-
oriented instruction as measured by the holistic scoring
instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
HO5: There is no significant difference in the
writing mechanics in the writing of students who receive
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whole language instruction and those who receive skills-
oriented instruction as measured by the holistic scoring
instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
HOg: There is no significant difference in the
overall writing performance in the writing of students who
receive whole language instruction and those who receive
skills-oriented instruction as measured by the holistic
scoring instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
Limitations of the Study
The following limitations were recognized for this
study:
1. The motivational levels of the students during
the administration of the pretest and posttest may have
limited their performance.
2. The subjects were not randomly assigned to
groups.
3. The findings in this study can only be general¬
ized to students similar to those in this study who are
taught by similar procedures.
Delimitations of the Study
This study was limited to assessing the effects of
whole language instruction on students' written expression.
Therefore, generalizations from the findings are limited to
this area of whole language.
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Definitions of Terms
The following terms were operationally defined for
use in this study:
1. Whole language instruction: Instruction which
allows students and teachers to interact personally as
students acquire literacy in reading and writing in a manner
that is purposeful and relevant. Students learn in a global
manner, moving from general to specific and familiar to
unfamiliar. Instruction begins with the students' own func¬
tional language and gradually moves to a full range of
written language, including many different types of litera¬
ture. Reading and writing emerge naturally as students
become active participants in a language-rich environment
that encourages risk taking and self-direction in learning.
Students are given the opportunity to engage in lots of
reading, listening, being read to, and observing. Instead
of using skills-oriented programs, the teacher uses a
variety of literature such as trade books. Big Books, poems,
magazines, newspaper articles, comic strips, plays, and so
on. The use of these materials helps students to discover
how language is used and promotes the development of their
reading and writing skills (Ferguson 1988).
2. Skills-oriented instruction: Instruction which
involves teaching students language communication skills
with the use of textbooks, workbooks, worksheets, skills
charts, and other resource materials. This method of
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instruction utilizes management systems to monitor students'
progress as they move through various predetermined skills.
Tests which accompany the textbooks are generally used to
assess students' achievement of skills that have been taught
(Kean and Personke 1976).
3. Writing dimensions; The following writing
dimensions which are based on the Georgia Public Schools'
Model for teaching and assessing students' writing were
defined for use in this study as follows;
A. Content/organization; The writer estab¬
lishes the controlling idea through examples, illustrations,
facts, or details. There is evidence of a sense of order
that is clear and relevant.
B. Style; The writer controls language to
establish individuality. There is evidence of varied sen¬
tence patterns, concrete images, and descriptive language.
Also, the writer uses appropriate tone for topic, audience,
and purpose.
C. Sentence formation; The writer forms
effective sentences. Appropriate end punctuation, complete
sentences or functional fragments, and appropriate coordina¬
tion and/or subordination are used by the writer.
D. Usage; The writer uses standard American
English. Clear pronoun references, correct subject-verb
agreement, standard form of verbs and nouns, and correct
word choice are used by the writer.
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E, Mechanicst The writer employs devices
necessary in written standard American English. There is
evidence of correct spelling, appropriate format, capital¬
ization, and internal punctuation.
Theoretical Framework
Two of the basic positions concerning learning are
those of the behaviorists and those of the gestaltists. In
viewing the learner as a separate intellect, the behavior-
ists do not consider affective and social processes to be
important in learning. They do not take into account the
learner's interests or purposes, and thus the individual is
viewed primarily as a mechanical entity. Principles of this
particular theory suggest that we should attempt to educate
students in the same expedient manner that we mass produce
automobiles or other manufactured goods. The basic assump¬
tion of this theory is that if an individual masters all of
the parts of a process, he will derive the whole. Although
the theory fails to allow for individual creativity, problem
solving, personal relevance, or self-direction in learning,
it presently dominates curriculum in most schools throughout
the United States. Skills-oriented programs are based on
this theory (Tanner and Tanner 1975) .
In examining gestalt theory, we find that in
contrast to the behaviorist theory, the gestalt theory
stresses affective goals and processes. Theorists of this
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school of thought believe that purposes and motivation are
extremely important to learning. Their basic contention is
that the learner responds as a whole person, not as a
separate intellect. Creativity, problem solving, personal
relevance, and self-direction are stressed with this theory
(Tanner and Tanner 197 5) . The primary principle is that the
whole is different from the sum of its parts, and the whole
consists of parts in relationship (Hilgard 1962) , One of
the main premises of whole language is that learning occurs
from whole to part. Students develop literacy in reading
and writing when they are given the opportunity to use their
own natural language as a base to explore how language
works. Initially, students use whole utterances in familiar
situations; subsequently, over a period of time, they
develop parts as they experiment with their relationship to
each other and to the meaning of the whole. The main
assumption of whole language is that in learning to read and
write, all of the systems of language (syntax, semantics,
and grapho-phonemics) remain intact and are not fragmented
into bits and pieces.
The whole language philosophy and the gestaltist
theory have recently gained a tremendous amount of support
as an alternative to current theories and practices in our
schools. A comparison of these two theories of learning
clearly points out the significance of the principles
embedded in the instructional methods that are currently
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utilized in our schools. Many educators are beginning to
realize the strengths of the gestalt learning theory and are
making efforts to employ instructional approaches such as
whole language which are based on this theory of learning.
A primary belief is that whole language is deeply rooted in
the gestalt theory of learning, and it provides an effective
way to meet students' needs in a humanistic and purposeful
manner.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
Presented in this chapter is the selection of
literature related to the problem and purpose of the study.
This literature is reviewed under four areas. The first
area concerns definitions of whole language. The second
area gives descriptions of whole language. The third area
relates to authoritative theories and positions concerning
whole language. Finally, the fourth area presents research
studies related to whole language and students' writing
development.
Definitions of Whole Language
Kenneth Goodman (1986) states that whole language
clearly has different connotations to many people. Accord¬
ing to him, whole language involves the integration of a
view of language, a view of learning, and a view of people,
Watson (1989) points out that the three reasons why
it is difficult to define whole language are:
1. Most advocates have arrived at whole language
through various paths, and their definitions differ
according to their personal and professional growth.
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2. Many proponents are intensely passionate about
it, and this often prevents them from providing nondefensive
answers and unambiguous definitions.
3. Teachers, who are capable of providing valuable
knowledge regarding this approach to teaching, have only
recently been consulted in an effort to clearly define the
term.
Watson notes that over a period of several years and
much revision, her definition has become this: "whole
language is a perspective on education that is supported by
beliefs about learners and learning, teachers and teaching,
language, and curriculum" (Watson 1989, 133) .
Robinson defines whole language as follows: "whole
language is a natural language; that is, it is natural
within a given context and in relation to a given situation"
(Robinson 1988, 1).
Many advocates of whole language have attempted to
define it by simply stating what it is not. Altwerger,
Edelsky, and Flores (1987) state that whole language is not
practice. It must become practice but it is not practice
itself. Journals, book publishing, literature study,
thematic units, and so forth do not make a classroom "Whole
Language." Rather, these practices become Whole-Language-
like because the teacher has certain beliefs and intentions.
In addition, whole language is not a phonics program or a
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whole word approach. Neither is it a renewed version of the
language experience approach or open education.
Clearly, this discussion concerning definitions of
whole language points out the fact that it is not easily
defined. In addition, it appears that while there is no
precise dictionary-type definition of the term, many edu¬
cators do agree that this approach involves the integration
of listening, speaking, reading, and writing in a pupil-
centered classroom setting (Shapiro and Gunderson 1988).
Descriptions of Whole Language
McConaghy (1988) notes that whole language class¬
rooms are student-centered, literature-centered, rich in the
variety of printed matter they contain, and often organized
to support small group work. Within these classrooms,
language learning extends across the curriculum, and
teachers do not rely on skills-oriented programs for teach¬
ing reading and writing.
Whole language instruction frequently occurs in
learning centers focusing on a single topic or theme (e.g.,
kites, karate, or Independence Day). For example, a reading
center focused on Independence Day may contain various
suggestions for compositions related to Independence Day.
The social studies center may focus on the historical
significance of Independence Day, and the music center may
contain various songs, tapes, and records of patriotic
15
music. Groups are only formed on the basis of common
interest or need. The children in whole language classrooms
often work collciboratively on a common interest or goal and
appear noisy and busy. Evaluation of students' learning
takes the form of teacher observations (kidwatching),
interviews, discussions, video or audio recordings of the
students reading, and selected samples of their compositions
(Reutzel and Hollingsworth 1988).
Clarke (1987) states that whole language is a
philosophy rather than a methodology. According to him,
whole language does not prescribe activities so much as
recommend them; a "typical" day might involve work in per¬
sonal journals, small group discussions of current events,
"quiet time" for reading, "show-and-tell," conferences with
the teacher on recently read or written books, a short dis¬
cussion of "story leads" by the teacher, followed by indi¬
vidual work on short stories. He points out that the key to
a successful whole language classroom is not so much in the
kinds of techniques and materials used (although certain
ones are used more than others) as in the relationships one
finds there—between children and their reading/writing,
between the adults and the children, and among the children.
According to these descriptions of whole language,
it is obvious that students are the main focus in this
instructional approach. Clearly, whole language instruction
gives students the opportunity to direct their own learning.
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develop critical thinking skills, and interact personally
with teachers and their peers as they acquire literacy in
reading and writing.
Authoritative Theories and Positions
Concerning Whole Language
Many believe that whole language is a viable means
of helping students to develop good language communication
skills. Ferguson (1988) states that whole language is a
philosophy which suggests that children learn language
skills by following the natural behavior that governs the
way they learn how to talk. She notes that just as we
encourage children when they say "Dada" for "Daddy," we
should do the same in their early attempts at reading and
writing, without worrying about correct spelling and
punctuation. She contends that children should be
encouraged to express their ideas in written form by keeping
journals, conducting research, doing free writing, and
engaging in other relevant activities. According to her,
these types of activities provide students the opportunity
to develop good writing skills.
Reutzel and Hollingsworth (1988) note that children
learn to read and write by starting with familiar language
contexts such as their own dictation and writing and
progress to the more unfamiliar language contexts of others.
In other words, according to these authors, children learn
language by moving from the whole of language to
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understanding its parts. In addition, they also contend
that learning to read and write occurs by exposure rather
than by direct instruction.
Farris and Kacmarski (1988) state that writing does
not progress from mastering a sequence of skills within the
writing process and then putting them together. They
suggest that children's writing development involves a
gradual cultivation of the total writing process. According
to these theorists, children learn phonics and the mechanics
of writing as they create words to express themselves in a
meaningful context.
All of the theorists presented here agree that the
whole language approach is a positive means for helping
students to develop good language communication skills.
Also, they point out the fact that this approach allows
students the opportunity to acquire literacy in reading and
writing in a manner that is more humanistic and natural. In
addition, they indicate that the whole language approach
encourages students to show creativity, direct their own
learning, and develop good problem-solving skills. All of
this seems to emphasize the fact that this approach is
geared toward helping students to develop life-long skills
that will permit them to become functional members of our
society
Research Studies in the Area
of Whole Language
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Goodman (1989) states that whole language practice
is getting ahead of theory and research. Most research
concerning whole language and students' writing development
has been ethnographic or descriptive research studies.
However, the whole language movement has recently prompted
investigators to begin conducting experimental research in
this area. This section of the paper focuses on reporting
research studies that have been conducted in the area of
whole language. The first group of studies concerns the
experimental research in the area of whole language, and the
second group of studies relates to descriptive research in
the area of whole language.
Experimental Research Studies
Rasinki and Deford (1987) examined the perceptions
elementary school students hold toward writing and writing
instruction. A total of ninety-six students in grades three
and four from a large midwestern middle-class school
participated. The students were divided into two groups:
(a) one group participated in a traditional approach to
writing instruction defined in terms of separate, sequential
skills being taught during an assigned period using a basal
reader; and (b) the second group participated in a more
informal approach allowing students to negotiate with the
teacher concerning the choice of themes, book genres.
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writing and reading assignments, and so on. Students'
answers on forced-choice questionnaires designed to probe
their interests and their behavior toward writing indicated
that students' perceptions do vary with the kind and nature
of the instruction. Students in the informal classes
appeared to have an advantage over their counterparts in the
traditional classes across all probes employed in the study,
and they saw writing as an enjoyable and meaningful activity
that was initiated for their own purposes. Based on these
findings, the researchers concluded that teachers and
curriculum specialists need to evaluate critically the
methods and tasks used in writing instruction.
Holmes (1985) examined whether there were any
differences in the concepts about print, writing vocabulary,
and prereading performance of selected kindergarten children
who were provided with (a) independent writing time and
exposure to a writing model in the school environment, (b)
independent writing time without the writing role model, and
(c) neither the independent writing nor the writing model.
The siibjects, seventy-two kindergarten students in a school
in Jasper, Alabama, were placed randomly in one of the three
groups and received one of the three treatments over a six-
week period. All subjects were posttested within two weeks
following the treatment period using all three measures.
The results of the posttest indicated that independent
writing time is conducive to children's acquisition of
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concepts about printed language, which occurred through
creative expression during independent writing time without
direct formal instruction. However, a writing role model
did have positive results on children's writing vocabulary
performance. Finally, independent writing time, with or
without exposure to a writing role model, did not improve
performance significantly in prereading skills.
Descriptive Research Studies
Shapiro and Gunderson (1987) conducted a study which
compared the vocabulary generated by first-grade students in
whole language classrooms and that of a basal reader vocabu¬
lary. The researchers collected the writing of fifty-two
first-grade children in two whole language classrooms for
the entire school year. The children's writing was tran¬
scribed into computer files and put into rank order list.
The list was then compared to the vocabulary found in the
basal reader program used in the district. The comparison
of vocabulary generated by the students with that of the
basal reader indicated that high frequency vocabulary was
nearly identical. Also, low frequency words used by the
students were judged to be more current and relevant since
they reflected theme or personal interest. Based on this,
the researchers concluded that whole language programs
result in the acquisition of phonic skills in spelling.
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Giacobbe (1988) reported a study which she conducted
with students in her first-grade class. She stated that her
purpose was to find out what her students could do as
writers. The students in this study attended Atkinson
Academy Public School in Atkinson, New Hampshire. According
to the researcher, on the first day of school she gave five
of her students a nine-inch by twelve-inch journal contain¬
ing forty sheets of unlined paper. She told them that the
journals were for them to write in. The other seventeen
students in her class were assigned to other areas of the
classroom. As the five students began to draw pictures,
other students were also eager to have a journal. The
researcher noted that by the third day of school, all
twenty-two children had their own journals and were all
writing using invented spelling. In addition, she noted
that as the blank pages in their journals came alive with
pictures and words describing their experiences, it was
clear that these students already knew a lot about language
and were ready to engage in the active process of writing.
During the second week of school, she administered a self-
made writing test of twenty words. In choosing the words,
she tried to use as many different initial and final con¬
sonants as possible. Fifteen of the words were two-syllable
words. She gave each child a piece of paper sectioned into
rectangles numbered one through twenty. She asked the
children to write various words, but she did not emphasize
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any sounds. After ninety minutes of testing, she learned
that her first-grade students were able to write a large
number of words. According to the researcher, the results
of this study indicated that most of the children felt con¬
fident that they could do this activity. Also, all of them
wrote in a left-to-right progression. In addition, most of
them knew the initial and final consonant sounds and were
able to use them in writing a word. The researcher noted
that the children continued to write after the first week of
school, and in a short period of time the children's words
started to make sentences and eventually the sentences pro¬
gressed to telling stories.
These studies seem to indicate that whole language
is effective in promoting the desire to write and eventually
helps students to become good writers. In addition, it
appears that whole language is as effective as basal reader
programs in helping students to acquire language communica¬
tion skills.
Summary
The information presented in this section clearly
shows that the whole language approach has merit as a means
of guiding students in developing adequate writing skills.
The theories and research studies presented here strongly
suggest that the process of learning how to write well is
best facilitated by providing a language-rich environment
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that encourages the following: (a) a lot of writing for
purposeful reasons, (b) supportive attitude toward students'
attempts to write, and (c) opportunities for students to
share their writing. All of these suggestions are consis¬
tent with the whole language philosophy and indicate that
this approach has validity as a way to help students acquire




This chapter presents the research methodology that
was followed in conducting the study. The following
components are discussed in this section: (a) research
design, (b) locale of the study, (c) subjects, (d) sampling
procedures, (e) collection of the data, (f) instrumentation,
and (g) treatment of the data.
Research Design
This study was quasi-experimental. A nonrandomized
control group pretest-posttest design was used. This design
involves comparing observations before and after treatment
and is used when it is not possible to randomly select
sxibjects for treatment and control groups. It has practical
advantages since it allows the researcher to deal with
intact classes and does not disrupt the school's program
(Isaac and Michael 1971) .
Locale of the Study
This study was conducted in the Douglas County
School System. This is a suburban school district that is




The subjects were selected from the population of
fifth-grade classes in the Douglas County School System.
Four classes of fifth-grade students participated in the
study. The subjects were predominantly white elementary
students between the ages of ten and eleven years old.
Sampling Procedures
Four classes were selected from the population of
fifth-grade classes on the basis of the following criteria
required for conducting this study: (a) two classes where
skills-oriented instruction was predominantly used, and (b)
two classes where instruction focused on using the whole
language approach. A control group and an experimental
group were formed from these four classes. The control
group consisted of students from the two classes where
instruction was skills-oriented. The experimental group
consisted of students from the two classes where instruction
was focused on the whole language approach.
Collection of the Data
The researcher obtained pretest and posttest data
for both groups by having the sxibjects write a personal
narrative on a topic of their choice. The students'
teachers administered the writing exam. However, the
researcher was present during the administration of the test
to monitor the testing environment. (Specific guidelines
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for administering the writing exam are included in appendix
A) .
Treatment for the experimental group and regular
instruction for the control group began immediately after
the pretest was administered. After a period of eight
weeks, a posttest was administered to both groups under the
same circumstances as described for pretesting.
Instrumentation
A holistic scoring instrument that is part of the
scoring procedure for the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test
was used to evaluate the students' papers. Wangberg and
Reutten (1986) point out that this type of instrument is
appropriate to use because it is most in keeping with the
whole language approach. In general, a holistic evaluation
is a procedure for judging the whole piece of writing rather
than an attempt to count up individual errors. The rater
reads through the paper quickly and then scores the paper
without correcting or marking it. This method of evaluating
students' writing requires less time for grading, and it
allows the rater to determine how effectively the writer is
able to communicate.
The instrument that was used to evaluate students'
writing in this study was selected because of its avail¬
ability, and it is also part of the model for teaching and
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evaluating students' writing in the Georgia public education
system (see appendix B).
Treatment of the Data
Two certified teachers were used to score the
students' papers. The resulting raw scores were analyzed
using the t test statistical procedure. The ^ ratio was
computed for each group based on their pretest and posttest
scores. The t ratio scores were computed at the .05 level
of significance. A resulting t ratio score value greater
than the t table was used to reject the null hypotheses.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
This chapter presents and analyzes the findings
obtained from the performance of the control and
experimental groups. The main purpose of the study was to
determine if the writing performance of the students who
received whole language instruction was significantly higher
than the writing performance of students who received skill-
oriented instruction. The study was quasi-experimental and
employed a control group pretest-posttest design. Since it
was not possible to assign students to the control and
experimental groups randomly, the researcher used classes
that were intact to form the control and experimental
groups. Groups were, however, randomly assigned to control
or experimental categories. After making the random
assignments, all students were administered the teacher-made
writing test as a pretest. Immediately following the
administration of the pretest, the control group continued
to receive the traditional skills-oriented instruction, and
the experimental group began to receive whole language
instruction. After a period of eight weeks, both groups
28
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were administered the teacher-made writing test as a
posttest. This was the same test that was used as the
pretest. The test was modeled after the Georgia Basic
Skills Writing Test and required students to write a
personal narrative on a topic of their choice in a specified
period of time. A holistic scoring instrument that is used
to score the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test was used to
assess students' writing in each of the following areas of
writing; (a) content/organization, (b) writing style, (c)
sentence formation, (d) usage, (e) mechanics, and (f) over¬
all writing performance (see appendix B).
At the outset of the study, the control group
consisted of thirty-five students and the experimental group
consisted of fifty-one students, comprising a total of
eighty-six students who participated in the study. During
the study both groups experienced attrition. This accounted
for the decrease in the size of the groups during the
administration of the posttest, where a total of twenty-nine
students participated in the control posttest group and a
total of fifty-one students participated in the experimental
posttest group.
Presentation and Testing of the Hypotheses
The null hypotheses presented below were tested for
this study. Table 1 displays data which addressed these
hypotheses.
TABLE 1
POSTTEST DATA FOR CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS
Number of Standard Degrees of
Subareas Subjects'*’ Mean Deviation Freedom t Ratio ^ Value
Content/ C-29 5.4138 1.918 68 -3.67* 2.00
Organization E-41 7.4146 2.646
Writing Style C-29 3.5682 1.211 68 -4.07* 2.00
E-41 4.8780 1.435
Sentence C-29 1.9655 .566 68 -4.65* 2.00
Formation E-41 2.6829 .722
Usage C-29 2.0690 .593 68 -5.31* 2.00
E-41 2.8293 .587
Mechanics C-29 1.8621 .639 68 -4.55* 2.00
E-41 2.6098 .703
Overall Writing C-29 14.8966 4.296 68 -4.49* 2.00
E-41 20.4146 5.541
’’’C = control group, E = experimental group.
♦Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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HO^: There is no significant difference in the
content/organization in the writing of students who
receive whole language instruction and those who receive
skills-oriented instruction as measured by the holistic
scoring instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing
Test.
This hypothesis was rejected based on the data
presented in table 1 which show that in the subarea of
content/organization the t ratio was -3.67. This score was
greater than the table 2.00 t value at the .05 level.
HO2: There is no significant difference in the
writing styles in the writing of students who receive whole
language instruction and those who receive skills-oriented
instruction as measured by the holistic scoring instrument
of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
This hypothesis was rejected based on the data
presented in table 1 which show that in the subarea of
writing style the _t ratio was -4.07. This score was greater
than the table 2.00 ^ value at the .05 level.
HO3: There is no significant difference in the
sentence formation in the writing of students who receive
whole language instruction and those who receive skills-
oriented instruction as measured by the holistic scoring
instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
This hypothesis was rejected based on the data
presented in table 1 which show that in the svibarea of
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sentence formation the t ratio was -4.65. This score was
greater than the table 2.00 t value at the .05 level.
HO^; There is no significant difference in the
usage of writing in the writing of students who receive
whole language instruction and those who receive skills-
oriented instruction as measured by the holistic scoring
instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
This hypothesis was rejected based on the data
presented in table 1 which show that in the sxibarea of
usage the ^ ratio was -5.31. This score was greater than
the table 2.00 ^ value at the .05 level.
HOg: There is no significant difference in the
writing mechanics in the writing of students who receive
whole language instruction and those who receive skills-
oriented instruction as measured by the holistic scoring
instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
This hypothesis was rejected based on the data
presented in table 1 which show that in the subarea of
mechanics the t ratio was -4.55. This score was greater
than the table 2.00 _t value at the .05 level.
HOg: There is no significant difference in the
overall writing performance in the writing of students who
receive whole language instruction and those who receive
skills-oriented instruction as measured by the holistic
scoring instrument of the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test.
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This hypothesis was rejected based on the data
presented in table 1 which show that in the subarea of
overall writing performance the t ratio was -4.49. This
score was greater than the table 2.00 t value at the .05
level.
Research Questions
This study attempted to answer the following ques¬
tions concerning the effects of whole language instruction
on students* written expression:
1. Does whole language instruction significantly
improve students' writing performance?
2. Which areas of writing are most affected by
whole language instruction?
3. Which areas of writing are least affected by
whole language instruction?
Answers to these questions were determined by
analyzing the performance of the experimental group. A
comparison was made between the experimental group's
pretreatment and posttreatment performance based on the
total score and subarea scores of the writing test. The t
test for independent samples was applied to determine if
significant differences existed in the group's pretest and
posttest performance. Subareas were compared as well, to
identify areas most and least affected by whole language
instruction
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Table 2 and figure 1 give the pretest and posttest
data for the experimental group. These data show that there
was a significant difference in this group's mean pretest
(6.3529) and posttest (7.4146) writing performance in the
subarea of content/organization; the mean difference yielded
a t ratio of -2.07, which was significant at the .05 level.
There was also a significant difference in this group's mean
pretest (3.9216) and posttest (4.8780) writing performance
in the sxibarea of writing style? the mean difference yielded
a _t ratio of -3.30, which was significant at the .05 level.
There was no significant difference in the mean pretest and
posttest writing performance of this group in the subareas
of sentence formation, usage, and mechanics. However, in
the area of overall writing performance there was a
significant difference in the pretest (17.8039) and posttest
(20.4146) mean scores; the mean difference yielded a t ratio
of -2.43, which was significant at the .05 level.
Summary
An analysis of the groups' posttreatment performance
as measured by the holistic scoring instrument of the
Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test revealed significant
differences between the control and experimental groups on
the total and subareas of the test. Therefore, all null
hypotheses of this study were rejected at the .05 level.
Data regarding mean pretest and posttest writing performance
TABLE 2
PRETEST AND POSTTEST DATA FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
Number of Standard Degrees of
Subareas Subj ects Mean Deviation Freedom t Ratio _t Value
Content/ Pretest 51 6.3529 2.270 90 -2.07* 2.00
Organization Posttest 41 7.4146 2.646
Writing Style Pretest 51 3.9216 1.339 90 -3.30* 2.00
Posttest 41 4.87 80 1.435
Sentence Pretest 51 2.4510 .610 90 -1.67 2.00
Formation Posttest 41 2.6829 .722
Usage Pretest 51 2.6471 .559 90 -1.52 2.00
Posttest 41 2.8293 .587
Mechanics Pretest 51 2.4314 .57 5 90 -1.34 2.00
Posttest 41 2.6098 .703
Overall Pretest 51 17.8039 .627 90 -2.50* 2.00
Writing Posttest 41 20.4146 .865
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of the experimental group showed that there was a signifi¬
cant difference in the group's writing performance in the
siibarea of content/organization and writing style. In addi¬
tion, there was also a significant difference between the
group's pretest and posttest mean scores in the area of
overall writing performance.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,
DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine if
students' writing performance after receiving whole language
instruction was significantly higher than the writing per¬
formance of students who received skills-oriented instruc¬
tion. A review of the literature revealed that very few
empirical studies have been conducted in the area of whole
language instruction and students' writing development.
However, several ethnographic or descriptive studies have
been conducted and have reported positive results.
The whole language approach is supported by
humanistic-scientific research and theory. It integrates
the psychological research of Piaget, Vygotsky, and schema
theorists with the social functional-linguistic research of
Michael Halliday. It is also supported by research on
reading and writing processes and on reader response to
literature (Goodman 1989).
Overall, the literature emphasized the theoretical
position that whole language instruction is effective in
enhancing students' writing development. However, it also
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stressed the need for additional empirical research concern¬
ing whole language instruction as it relates to students'
writing development. This chapter contains a summary of the
findings, conclusions, implications, discussion, and recom¬
mendations pertaining to the study.
Summary of Findings
The results of this study produced the following
findings:
1. There was a significant difference in the post¬
treatment writing performance of the control and experi¬
mental groups. Therefore, the null hypotheses of the study
were rejected at the .05 level.
2. The experimental group scored significantly
higher after treatment in the area of overall writing
performance with major change noted in the subareas of
content/organization and writing style.
3. No significant difference was noted in the
experimental group's posttreatment performance in the sub-
areas of sentence formation, usage, and mechanics.
Conclusions
The results of the study support the following
conclusions within the limitations of the study:
1, Whole language instruction is effective in
enhancing students' writing performance.
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2. Whole language instruction is effective in
improving students' performance in content/organization and
writing style.
3. No significant difference was noted in the
experimental group's posttreatment writing performance in
the subareas of sentence formation, usage, and mechanics.
However, the mean posttest scores were higher than the mean
pretest scores. Therefore, it was concluded that whole
language instruction seems to have a positive effect on
students' writing development in these subareas.
Implications
The following implications arise from the results
and conclusions of this study;
1. The theoretical position which states that whole
language instruction has a positive impact on students'
writing development should be maintained as credible and
supported by additional research.
2. Whole language instruction is useful in helping
students develop good writing skills, and it is particularly
effective in promoting students' writing development in the
areas of content/organization and writing style.
3. The experimental group's performance in the
sxibareas of sentence formation, usage, and mechanics showed
some increase, though no significant differences were noted.
However, since this study was conducted for only eight
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weeks, the time element may have been a factor. These
findings support the research in whole language instruction
and students' writing development which suggests that
students acquire skills in these areas of writing over a
period of time with a considerable amount of practice and
encouragement.
Discussion
Results of this study show that whole language
instruction is effective in improving students' overall
writing performance, and it is particularly effective in
promoting students' writing development in the areas of
content/organization and writing style. These findings are
consistent with the theory and research concerning whole
language which indicate that whole language instruction has
a positive impact on teaching students how to organize and
express their ideas clearly in written form (Goodman 1989) .
There was no significant difference in the experimental
group's writing performance in the areas of sentence forma¬
tion, usage, and mechanics. However, students' posttest
mean scores were higher than their pretest mean scores.
Since this study was conducted for a period of only eight
weeks, this finding supports the theoretical position of
Farris and Kacmarski (1988) that children learn skills in
these areas of writing over a period of time with a con¬
siderable amount of practice and encouragement. Therefore,
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based on this theory, perhaps significant differences would
have been noted if the study had been conducted over a
longer period of time. In conclusion, the results of this
study lend support to the position that whole language
instruction is useful in facilitating students' writing
development.
Recommendations
Based on the results of this study, the following
recommendations are made:
1. School districts should include whole language
instruction in the language arts curriculum.
2. School districts should offer evidence to
encourage and strategies to support teachers in implementing
the whole language approach.
3. Teachers should provide their students the
opportunity to do more purposeful reading and writing.
4. Further research should be conducted using a
true experimental design.
5. Additional research should be conducted to
determine the effectiveness of the procedures used in this
study in an urban school system.
APPENDIX A
GENERAL DIRECTIONS FOR THE WRITING TEST
Student's Copy
This test is to find out how well you write on a
topic of your choice in the time and space allowed. The
test has four time periods or parts. Read the directions
for each of these parts carefully. If you finish any of the
parts early, you may go on to the next part, but you will be
reminded of the time for each part. Notice that you have
two pages of notebook paper on which to write your final
copy. Keep in mind as you plan and write that the paper
will be read by persons like your teachers and scored on how
well you express your ideas.
Part 1; Planning (5 minutes)
Use this time to make notes, an outline, or first draft.
Part 2; Drafting (20 minutes)
Using your notes, jot list, or outline, develop a first
draft of your paper. Don't worry too much about spelling
and punctuation at this point. Just try to get your ideas
on paper.
Part 3; Revising (30 minutes)
Reread what you have written. Change words to make your
paper better. Rewrite your paper neatly on the two sheets
of paper labeled "final copy." Remember, you cannot write
more than two pages.
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Part 4t Proofreading (5 minutes)
When you finish writing your paper, review the writing
checklist and make any needed corrections in your paper.
You may strike through words, but do so neatly.
Writing Checklist
1. Put your ideas in clear order.
2. Support your main idea with details.
3. Make your paper interesting.
4. Use complete sentences.
5. Use words and language correctly.
6. Capitalize, spell, and punctuate correctly.




Make sure each student has the following items
before the test begins; (1) general directions for writing
test, (2) five sheets of notebook paper, and (3) a pencil.
After this is completed, have the students write their
identification numbers on two sheets of the notebook paper
and label "final copy." Afterwards, refer students to their
test directions. Tell them to read the following directions
silently, as you read them aloud:
This test is to find out how well you write on a
topic of your choice in the time and space allowed. The
test has four time periods or parts. Read the directions
for each of these parts carefully. If you finish any of the
parts early, you may go on to the next part, but you will be
reminded of the time for each part. Notice that you have
two pages of notebook paper on which to write your final
copy. Keep in mind as you plan and write that the paper
will be read by persons like your teachers and scored on how
well you express your ideas.
Part 1; Planning (5 minutes)
Use this time to make notes, an outline, or first draft.
Part 2; Drafting (20 minutes)
Using your notes, jot list, or outline, develop a first
draft of your paper. Don't worry too much about spelling
and punctuation at this point. Just try to get your ideas
on paper.
Part 3; Revising (30 minutes)
Reread what you have written. Change words to make your
paper better. Rewrite your paper neatly on the two sheets
of paper labeled "final copy." Remember, you cannot write
more than two pages.
Part 4; Proofreading (5 minutes)
When you finish writing your paper, review the writing
checklist and make any needed corrections in your paper.
You may strike through words, but do so neatly.
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Let's review the Writing Checklist together;
1. Put your ideas in clear order.
2. Support your main idea with details.
3. Make your paper interesting.
4. Use complete sentences.
5. Use words and language correctly.
6. Capitalize, spell, and punctuate correctly.
7. Use the right form for paragraphs.
8. Write neatly.
After reviewing the checklist, say;
Be aware that the more writing you produce, the more
opportunities you have to demonstrate effective writing
skills. Are there any questions?
Now, you may begin work.
When 5 minutes for planning have passed, say;
You have approximately 20 minutes for drafting.
Write your draft on the extra sheets of paper that are not
marked "final copy."
When 20 minutes for drafting have passed, say;
You have approximately 30 minutes for revising.
Write your final draft on the notebook paper labeled "final
copy."
When 30 minutes for revising have passed, say;
You have 5 minutes for proofreading.
After 5 minutes have passed, collect students'
papers.
APPENDIX B
SCORING METHOD FOR WRITING TEST
A holistic scoring instrument that is part of the
scoring procedure for the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test
was used to evaluate the students' papers in the following
five domains of writing; (1) content/organization, (2)
writing style, (3) sentence formation, (4) usage, and (5)
mechanics. Each domain was evaluated on a 4-point scale,
using guidelines that defined the characteristics of papers
at each score point. The domains were weighted differently.
For example, the score in content/organization was
multiplied by three and the style score was multiplied by
two. The scores in sentence formation, usage, and mechanics
were taken at face value. Two certified teachers rated the
students' papers. The sets of scores from the two
independent ratings were averaged. The lowest possible
total score was 8. This would reflect average ratings of 1
in all domains from both raters. The highest possible score
was 32. This would reflect average ratings of 4 in all
domains from both raters.
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Scoring Criteria and Standards
The score scale is a 4-point scale. Each of the domains of
effective writing is evaluated and assigned a score of 1, 2,
3, or 4. The scale is a continuum, representing writing
that ranges from inadequate to minimal to good to very good.
Inadequate | \ | | | Very Good
12 3 4
Each score point represents a range of competence. For
example, the score point of 3 includes low 3 papers, typical
3 papers, and high 3 papers. High and low ratings are known
as "line" decisions, for the paper has characteristics of









|w 1 hi I Very Good
Scores are defined by the guidelines for each domain.
Papers are assigned a score based on comparison to the
definitions of competence in the scoring guidelines. An
individual paper may not seem like one of the definitions,
but it will be more like one score point than another. In
other words, a domain that is more like a 3 than a 4 and
more like a 3 than a 2 would be given a score of 3.
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Guidelines for Assigning Content/Organization Scores
CONTENT/ORGANIZATION. The writer establishes the
controlling idea through examples, illustrations, facts, or
details. There is evidence of a sense of order that is
clear and relevant.
—Clearly estblished controlling idea
—Clearly developed supporting ideas
—Sufficiently relevant supporting ideas
—Clearly discernible order of presentation
—Logical transitions and flow of ideas
—Sense of completeness
A score of 1 in Content/Organization is assigned to a paper
that lacks sufficient development and organization to
suggest that the writer wrote with a controlling idea in
mind. Although key words from the topic may be repeated,
there is so little supporting information that a controlling
idea is uncertain or absent altogether. Ideas do not flow.
There is little, if any, organization.
A score of 2 in Content/Organization is assigned to a paper
that has a vague, poorly developed controlling idea. The
paper may contain several apparent controlling ideas, none
of which is sufficiently developed. Supporting ideas are
either few, general, and undeveloped or, when abundant and
specific, are typically irrelevant. There is not enough
information in the paper as a whole or within parts of the
paper to provide a sense of completeness. Although an
organizational plan may be clear, the ideas frequently are
not relevant to the writer's purpose.
A score of 3 in Content/Organization is assigned to a paper
that has a clear controlling idea established and developed
through generally relevant supporting ideas. The writing
may stray into ideas that do not directly support the
controlling idea. The supporting ideas are presented in a
logical order, with clear connections between the ideas.
Enough examples, illustrations, facts, or details may be
presented for the paper to be considered complete.
Development may, however, be uneven, with some parts of the
paper fully developed and others only partially elaborated.
A score of 4 in Content/Organization is assigned to a paper
that has a strong, clear controlling idea established
through relevant supporting ideas which themselves are
developed. The supporting examples, illustrations, facts,
or details are presented in a clear and logical manner, with
effective transitions. The paper contains full, complete
information.
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Guidelines for Assigning Style Scores
STYLE. The writer controls language to establish his or her
individuality.
—Concrete images and descriptive language
—Easily readable
—Varied sentence patterns
—Appropriate tone for topic, audience, and purpose
A score of 1 in Style is assigned to a paper that does not
demonstrate the writer's individuality. There is little, if
any, interesting language; the language at best is
functional. Sentences tend to be repetitive in both length
and structure. The tone of the paper is either flat or
inappropriate. Often, the reader has to reread portions of
the paper to comprehend the writer's intended meaning. The
overall impression on the reader is tedium, confusion, or
both.
A score of 2 in Style is assigned to a paper that
demonstrates little individuality. The language is
functional and vague rather than interesting and
descriptive. Sentences vary somewhat, usually more in
length than in structure. The tone of the paper tends to be
flat and impersonal. The paper is fairly easy to
understand, with little if any need to reread it to make
sense of the writer's meaning. The overall impression on
the reader is that the writer was unaware someone would read
that paper.
A score of 3 in Style is assigned to a paper that provides
the reader with some sense of the writer's individuality.
The language is generally interesting and even descriptive,
but there may be lapses into functional language. Sentences
are varied and the tone is appropriate. The reader is able
to understand the writer's meaning throughout the paper.
The overall impression on the reader is that there is a
recognizable personality behind the words on the page.
A score of 4 in Style is assigned to a paper that provides
the reader with a clear sense of the writer's individuality.
The language is fresh and vivid. Alternate, varied sentence
patterns reinforce the different use of language. The tone
is not only appropriate but strong and sustained throughout
the paper. The writer's intended meaning is easy to grasp.
The overall impression on the reader is that the writer was
aware of what needed to be said for the reader to understand
and even enjoy the writer's message.
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Guidelines for Assigning Sentence Formation Scores
SENTENCE FORMATION. The writer forms effective sentences.
—Appropriate end punctuation
—Complete sentences or functional fragments
—Appropriate coordination and/or subordination
A score of 1 in Sentence Formation is assigned to a paper
that does not contain clear, complete sentences with
appropriate end punctuation. Fragments may occur frequently
in the paper. Sentences may run together. The occasional
effective, correctly punctuated sentence is buried in a
paper filled with ineffective sentences. Or, there may be
too few sentences in the paper to determine competence.
A score of 2 in Sentence Formation is assigned to a paper
that demonstrates minimal competence in forming complete
sentences, connecting sentences, and joining the elements
within sentences. The paper may contain a mixture of
effective and ineffective sentences or the writer may
demonstrate competence in complete, simple sentences but
fail to demonstrate competence in coordination and/or
siabordination. Or, the paper may contain too few sentences
to demonstrate competence beyond a minimal level.
A score of 3 in Sentence Formation is assigned to a paper
that contains a majority of clear and complete sentences,
with generally correct end punctuation. The various
elements within the sentences are joined correctly, and the
sentences are connected properly. Competence in either
coordination or subordination is adequately demonstrated.
Siabordination, when present, may be limited to simple
clauses. There may be occasional instances of ineffective
sentences, fragments, or run-together ideas, but these are
outweighed by the effectively formed sentences. There are
enough sentences in the paper for the reader to be confident
of the writer's competence.
A score of 4 in Sentence Formation is assigned to a paper
that contains consistently clear, complete, and effective
sentences. End punctuation is correct. The various
elements within the sentences are joined correctly, and
sentences are connected effectively. Although there may be
an occasional loss of control (ideas that run together) or a
nonfunctional fragment, competence in both subordination and
coordination is demonstrated. Often, the paper assigned a 4
demonstrates a variety of siibordination strategies.
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Guidelines for Assigning Usage Scores
USAGE. The writer uses standard American English.
—Clear pronoun references
—Correct subject-verb agreement
—Standard form of verbs and nouns
—Correct word choice
A score of 1 in Usage is assigned to a paper that does not
demonstrate a sufficient grasp of standard American English.
The paper usually contains severe and repeated errors in
pronoun reference, siibject-verb agreement, noun and verb
formation, and/or word choice. Even if the paper were read
aloud, the usage errors would create a barrier to
comprehension of the writer's ideas. The paper that
receives a score of 1 in Usage may also be one that is so
extremely brief that it contains too few correct instances
of each component to demonstrate the writer's competence in
any of them.
A score of 2 in Usage is assigned to a paper that generally
demonstrates some grasp of usage concepts but shows repeated
weaknesses in the writer's command of standard American
English. The paper usually contains a combination of
correct and incorrect instances of the components,
indicating the writer's mixed competence in the domain. The
writer may show some competence in one or two of the
components but fail to include enough instances to move the
paper out of the 2 range.
A score of 3 in Usage is assigned to a paper that
demonstrates control of many of the usage components of
standard American English. Although a few errors in one or
more of the components can be heard as the paper is read,
generally, pronoun reference is clear, siibjects and verbs
agree, and the nouns and verbs are formed correctly. The
choice of words is usually appropriate. Some variety of
instances and contexts is present in each of the cortponents,
but instances are not extensive or particularly
sophisticated.
A score of 4 in Usage is assigned to a paper that
demonstrates a full and consistent command of standard
American English. Although there may be an occasional flaw,
each of the components is demonstrated in a wide variety of
contexts and instances. Several different pronouns are used
correctly. Subject-verb agreement includes singular and
plural forms. A variety of nouns and verbs is employed, and
these are formed properly. Word choice is accurate and
precise and even at times felicitous.
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Guidelines for Assigning Mechanics Scores






A score of 1 in Mechanics is assigned to a paper that
contains numerous errors in capitalization, internal
punctuation, format, and spelling. These errors are so
severe and/or frequent that they cause the writer's ideas to
be difficult to understand. Errors in a single component
may be so frequent and severe that the problem outweighs any
slight competence the writer shows in the other components.
Or, the paper assigned a score of 1 may be so extremely
brief that there are not enough correct instances of any of
the components to move the paper beyond the 1 range.
A score of 2 in Mechanics is assigned to a paper that
contains a mixture of correct and incorrect instances of
capitalization, internal punctuation, format, and spelling
so that only a minimal competence is indicated. The mixture
of correct and incorrect instances of each of the components
suggests that the writer can use the component correctly in
some contexts but not in others. The paper assigned a score
of 2 may demonstrate competence in one or two of the
components while failing to do so in the others. Finally,
while relatively error-free, the paper may be too short to
demonstrate the writer's competence in each component.
A score of 3 in Mechanics is assigned to a paper that
demonstrates a sufficient understanding of capitalization,
internal punctuation, format, and spelling. Although there
may be a few errors in one or more of the components, these
errors are not severe enough to interfere with the writer's
meaning. Instances of each component, while generally
correct, are not extensive and are not demonstrated in a
wide variety of contexts.
A score of 4 in Mechanics is assigned to the paper that
demonstrates a thorough understanding of capitalization,
internal punctuation, format, and spelling. The paper is
extensive enough to demonstrate competence in each component
in a variety of instances and a variety of contexts.
Although the paper may contain an occasional proofreading
error or flaw, the mechanical conventions of written
standard American English are consistently demonstrated.
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